which the physical book, manuscript or print, could be identified, and which was used very widely in late medieval catalogues, was the adoption of dicta probatoria into the description. This simple form of reference consisted of two or three words, sometimes just one, taken from the beginning of a particu lar page; usually it was taken from the recto of the second leaf, the secundo folio. Texts were disseminated in manuscript books that did not resemble each other: the quires were of different dimensions, the sizes and styles of handwriting different; as such, even copies of the same work would be unlikely to fit exactly the same amount of text on the first leaf, and so individual copies of the same work would naturally display a different part of the text by the time the top line of the third page had been reached. 1 The opening words of the secundo folio could thus serve as the intrinsic identifier of the particular copy, and could be used to make a convincing match between the physical book and the booklist that reported it.
2 It was a diagnostic tool that had a natural value for any library, but it seems first to have been used at those institutions that operated a circulating stock of books for loan, where the secundo folio allowed a control to ensure that the book returned by the borrower was the same one that had been released to him and not a substitute of lesser value. This system is first found in operation at the Sorbonne in the later thirteenth century, in an inventory of books that can be dated to around 1275, and in a register of borrowed books from around 1283. 3 The reason for using the secundo folio was stated in a university ordinance of 1321 -to identify books on loan precisely and to ensure that the borrower did not substitute a cheaper copy of the same work. 4 By the early fifteenth century the forensic value of the secundo folio was well understood by the thief who stole from the Royal Library at the Louvre a de luxe copy of De regimine principum by Giles of Rome. It was described in catalogues of 1411 and 1413 with respect to its appearance, script, illumination, and binding, and citation was also made of the dicta probatoria of its second and final leaf. It was stolen soon afterwards but quickly recovered. When it was next catalogued in 1423 it is clear from the descrip tion that the thief had tried to disguise the book by cancelling and replacing the first leaf and by scrubbing out the first words on the second folio and overwriting them. The cataloguer spotted the fraud, noting that 'the opening words of the second leaf have been scraped away with a penknife, and the opening words now found there are made to look as though they have been there from the beginning'. 5 It must have been this and similar experiences that encouraged the administrators of the royal and ducal libraries at this time to elaborate their descriptions to include readings from the first line of the recto of the final folio, as well as recording vivid descriptions of the physical objects. 6 In England the practice of citing the secundo folio is first found in use at Oxford at Merton College, when it was used to facilitate the annual loan, or electio, of philosophy books among the fellows: the list is datable to between 1318 and 1334. 7 The first surviving occurrence from Cambridge belongs to an inventory from Corpus Christi College of around 1376, where the 'second line of the second leaf' and sometimes the last line of the penultimate folio are included as parts of a very detailed physical description of the books. 8 A more routine use of the device, where it is coupled to short-title descriptions, belongs to a register of books on loan at King's Hall from 1386/7.
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One of the most sophisticated of medieval catalogues was a contemporary of these, a remarkable tripartite catalogue drawn up in 1389 by Brother John Whitfield for the library of Dover Priory, a cell of Canterbury Cathedral Priory. 10 The first part of his catalogue is a shelf-list of the books, giving a press-mark for each, its place on the shelf, a short-title description of the first text in the book, then the leaf (not always the second) from which the 5 proof of identification, 'dictiones probatoriae', had been taken, followed by the words themselves, with finally the total number of leaves in the volume and the number of works contained. This first part of the catalogue, Whitfield explained in his preamble, was intended to 'inform the precentor of the house concerning the number of books and the complete knowledge of them'. In other words, the dicta probatoria were in place to assist with the identi fication of the physical volumes and so facilitate the precentor's audit of the collection. As a further support to this process Whitfield also copied into the lower margin of each book, at the folio from where he had reported the dicta probatoria, the information he had given in this first part of his catalogue.
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By the fifteenth century the changing demands of graduate readers, who had grown used to having access to a circulating stock of books alongside or instead of a chained reference collection, led to changes in the way access to books was managed in institutional libraries outside the universities. Less central control was exercised by a figure whom we might call the librarian; freer access instead was granted to all the members of a regular or secular com munity. A shift in the way that books were commonly catalogued may be a reflex of this changing situation. There are few synoptic catalogues for the fifteenth century, like Whitfield's, which might combine more ambitious con tents description with perhaps a record of the donor or letter-marks corre sponding to marks in a book. Instead, collections of books (not works) were most often reported in the laconic entries of booklists, which formed part of a larger inventory of a house's property. Such documents were intended as little more than checklists, and belong to a variety of housekeeping rather than librarianship. 12 The device of the secundo folio was routinely used in such lists; it was one of the important articulating elements in an entry that needed otherwise to cite only the author and a short-title descrip tion of the first work in a manuscript: for example, 'Augustinus de bono coniugali, secundo folio ut effugerent'. For the purposes of managing a circulating stock, nothing more would be needed to identify the individual book. It could be matched to its entry simply by opening it at its first page to read the titulus (if it had one) to confirm the author and first work, and then by turning the first leaf to confirm the secundo folio -the work of a moment. The procedure lent itself naturally to the laborious process of auditing a collection, which was an annual requirement in most institutional
The secundo folio and its Uses 240 11 The Secunda pars lists the same 440 volumes in the same order but this time giving a synoptic report of the contents of each book with the folio number on which each text begins and its incipit. This part of the catalogue was intended for the brethren of the house who were urged to read the books frequently and eagerly. The third part, an alphabetical list of authors and works in all the books in the library, was intended for scholarly monks who were searching for particular texts. 
libraries.
13 Some surviving inventories that show marginal marks, usually dots or crosses, against individual entries have clearly been used for this purpose, and often in multiple years. At Eton College the process was enshrined by statute. All books of whatever faculty were to be recorded in a register kept by the bursars, which was to cite the secundo folio of each volume, together with its short-title description and the name of its donor. In a refine ment of the usual system, the bursars were to see to it that each volume had inscribed on its second folio the name of its donor, in the form 'Liber Collegii Regalis Beate Marie de Etona ex dono .N.', which thereby provided another key for the crossmatch between book and register, as well as advertising corporate gratitude for the gift on what was regarded as the important page. 14 The ease with which an individual book could be identified by the secundo folio made sure that it was taken up very widely. By the fifteenth cen tury, and until it fell out of use in the early sixteenth, it was absolutely ubiqui tous in England, France, and Italy although it was apparently little used in Germany, Spain, or the Low Countries. 15 For modern bibliographers, the uses to which the secundo folio may be put are somewhat distinct from the device's original purpose, and are distinct depending on whether the bibliographer is working with manuscripts or with printed books. 16 In either case, the book is unlikely to exist in what was its medieval home. For the modern bibliographer, the prospects of identifying an extant manu script solely on the basis of the chance correspondence of a secundo folio are very slim. Both text and secundo folio need to be unusual if they are to cohere in an acceptable identification. 17 If there happen to be other physical clues to a book's provenance that would corroborate the match, then confidence rises, and dicta probatoria can be a useful control in a context that offers a chance that the extant manuscript can be matched to a medi eval documentary reference. For example, it is helpful to know that large numbers of medieval books from the upper library at Canterbury Cathedral were abstracted for Trinity College, Cambridge, at the end of the sixteenth century and the start of the seventeenth by John Whitgift and Thomas Nevile, respectively Archbishop of Canterbury (1583-1604) and dean of the cathedral (1597-1615). 18 Since there survives from the cathedral
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17 Even here there needs to be caution and recourse had to the book itself rather than to the report of its secundo folio in a modern catalogue. A cautionary tale might be told from a booklist of 1499 from the collegiate church of Saint Andrew at Bishop Auckland in Durham; it refers to a copy of William Lyndwood's Prouinciale, which had the secundo folio 'sub specie sacramenti'. A manuscript copy of the work with no other marks of provenance, now Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS 544, is reported by Neil Ker in his catalogue description to have the secundo folio 'sub specie' (Medieval Manuscripts in British Libraries, 4 vols (Oxford, 1969-92), ii, 227). A correspondence in an unusual secundo folio might be enough to inspire confidence that a match between booklist and book had been found, but in this case examination of the book itself shows that the secundo folio belongs to the phrase 'sub specie vini', not 'sub specie sacramenti'. (The inventory is in the Register of Bishop Richard Fox, Durham, University Library, DDR/EA/ACT/1/1, fol. 27 r .) Had the medieval cataloguer chosen to report two words rather than three then there would have been no means of discriminating further, and there are normally fewer words than three in a medieval secundo folio.
library a list, made in 1508, of those books that were to be chained in that same library, and since that list cites a secundo folio for each book, on this evidence one may feel a confidence in identifying which are the abstracted books amongst those in the library at Trinity College today. Again, there may be reasonable hopes that the entry describing a 'grete ledger of pricksong' in an Eton College booklist from around 1531 refers to the enormous Eton Choirbook that is still in the College's possession, one of the most important surviving sources of late medieval English polyphony. In this case, the secundo folio also cited in the booklist ('tum cuncta') puts the matter beyond doubt. 19 20 There is a fifteenth-century inscription in the book (fol. 114 v ) 'Liber iste est collegii Clare Hall'. In spite of the book's being now in a different institutional library in a different university, the positive evidence combines in a positive match.
These cases are unusual. The patterns of dispersal for England are such that when it comes to surviving booklists as well as the books themselves, we are dealing always in fragments: the chances of finding good correspondences between the two classes of evidence are in fact very small. 21 Modern manuscript-cataloguers, because they are used to understanding the book in front of them as an artefact sui generis and so see the need to pay attention to all aspects of its construction, have habitually recorded the secundo folio in their descriptions, however unlikely a help it might be in practice. The first modern cataloguer to report them was M. R. James, but this was an evolving part of his descriptive policy, not established from the outset. None among the first five of his catalogues, published in his miraculous year of 1895, . Clarke reports that the words of the penultimate folio are not correct; but they are in fact present, having been taken from the penultimate leaf of the text proper (fol. 111 r ); Professor Thomson, who is at work on a new catalogue, has kindly confirmed this fact for me. 21 Marrying the evidence of a physical book to a medieval record, often from an institution wildly distant from the book's present-day location, has relied historically on scholars making use of indexes, a laborious process promising meagre returns. Daniel Williman and Karen Corsano, uniquely, have seen the possibilities of electronic data arrangement. In a string of papers they have shown the potential both for using the secundo folio as a means of establishing the correspondence between object and medieval document and for making those correspondences conveniently retrievable electronically. See further above at n. 2.
James Willoughby
includes the secundo folio. 22 The next Cambridge library to be treated by James was that of Peterhouse, whose medieval library is well attested by a detailed catalogue of 1418 listing 439 library books by secundo folio, of which 206 can be identified as still in the library today. 23 Once again, however, James did not report secundo folio readings in his catalogue of the collection. 24 He first included the information in his descriptions of the Trinity College manuscripts, for which his catalogue was published in four volumes between 1900 and 1904.
25 He did not explain why he had changed his policy, but it is surely to be found in his experience of medieval cataloguing practice. He was by this date well read into such material, and his edition of some of the longest and most sophisticated medieval catalogues to survive from English houses, published as The Ancient Libraries of Canter bury and Dover in 1903, was in preparation at the same time as his Trinity catalogue. One of these medieval records is the list of 1508 mentioned above, which reports, with the secundo folio of each, the books that were in the upper library in the great cloister of Canterbury Cathedral. It has already been mentioned that volumes abstracted from this library in the later sixteenth century were presented to Trinity College by Archbishop John Whitgift and Dean Thomas Nevile. The secundo folio provides the diagnostic key in making the match between the medieval record and the surviving book. By way of contrast, the fact that so many of Peterhouse's medieval books are still in situ may be the reason why James did not think to make reference to their secundo folio in his catalogue descriptions in the way that he did for the Trinity books, the latter collection being an assemblage from various dispersed libraries, of which Canterbury was the most important. In the century after James's Trinity catalogue, the reporting of the secundo folio by British manuscript cataloguers has become normal practice. 26 Neil Ker routinely cited them in his Medieval Manuscripts in British Libraries , and where the information intersected with the evidence of a surviving medieval booklist he was able to use the correspondence to secure the book's provenance for his Medieval Libraries of Great Britain.
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The secundo folio and its The value of the secundo folio to manuscript-provenance research has long been axiomatic. What has not been properly appreciated is the role that it can play in the scholarship of early printed books. From the later 1460s, when the first Englishmen who are known to have bought printed books were making their purchases on the Continent, English libraries could show mixed collections of manuscripts and printed books. 28 By the early sixteenth century, in newer, smaller, or less stable libraries, print was already beginning to predominate. 29 There was, however, no correspondingly swift change in cataloguing practice. For the whole of the incunable period booklists continued to cite the secundo folio as before, using it to report both manuscripts and printed books without discrimination between them. The purpose in each case was the same and was intended to do no more than provide the means to identify quickly the individual book in a collection. It is true that print represents multiplicity, not particularity, and any copy of the same edition will show the same words in the same order on the same page; but an institution would rarely have held multiple copies of the same edition. The secundo folio therefore maintained its usefulness for the librarians who drew up these checklists for their mixed collections -and it might be expected that the common inventory-form of record could cope even when there was the odd duplicate in a library. The modern bibliographer, however, is in a different position in relation to printed books cited in this way from his position in relation to the manuscripts. Where the diagnostic of the secundo folio is intrinsic to the manuscript book, and carries the potential to spot the physical copy in a crowd of duplicates, it has no value for discrimin ating between multiple copies of the same printed edition. For printed books, the value to the bibliographer of the secundo folio is different, and in fact potentially far more widely beneficial. If it cannot be used in isolation to establish an individual provenance, it offers instead the prospect of naming the particular edition (or group of editions printed page for page) that was in the hands of the medieval cataloguer when he reported the secundo folio. The importance of this detail should not be understated. When a copy of a specific edition can be tied to a medieval locale and to institutional ownership at such an early date, it offers pristine evidence for the history of the early book trade, making a contribution to studies on the diffusion of print across Europe as well as to the global history of an edition; and it can offer a sidelight on the acquisition of books at particular institutional libraries and even to species distinction between classes of institution. Conceiv ably the insight could help to create a narrower dating-band for an undated imprint. So although the secundo folio in isolation, where printed books are concerned, offers nothing to copy-history, it can be a crucial signifier in wider issues on the history and reception of print.
Before turning to this generalized aspect of the study, it will be helpful first to examine some worked examples from contemporary inventories where printed books are in question. Where an entry in a booklist is very cryptic it is sometimes possible to use the secundo folio as a lever to open it up; sometimes it can be the means to identify a text that the catalogue entry describes only obliquely. For example, one of the books received at Jesus College in Rotherham from the estate of the founder, Archbishop Thomas Rotherham (1423-1500), was described in a contemporary inventory as 'Opus magistri Ambrosii cuius 2 m fo. Angeli'. 30 As elsewhere in this list, there is no statement on whether the book was in print or manuscript, only a brief short-title entry alongside the secundo folio. Here, print would be a possibility: the Archbishop had previously made over a mixed collection of manuscripts and printed books to the university library in Cambridge.
31 By this date most of the works that were commonly found in clerical libraries had been printed, in some cases many times, so content in itself is not a sufficient guide towards establishing the copy's mode of production. In this particular case, the loose description of the work ('opus') is not helpful towards identification, and the name 'Ambrosius' on its own is unlikely to advance the issue (although 'magister' suggests that Saint Ambrose is not in question); however, accepting the possibility of a printed context, their combination with the secundo folio is decisive. The work would appear to be Ambrosius de Spiera, Quadragesimale de floribus sapientiae, the secundo folio agreeing with the edition by Marcus Venetus printed at Venice by Gabriel de Grassis, 11 April 1485.
32 Without the secundo folio, neither of the other two variables would have permitted an identification to be made; but with it, one has author, title, and edition. Another entry in the same inventory appears to report four different items gathered together in the same bind ing. The entry, from which some text is lost to damage, reads as follows. Without the control of the secundo folio the first assumption would be that this was not a printed book at all, since there is no recognized edition that con tains all of these texts together. The experienced eye, however, may suspect a Sammelband. The first work, 'Augustinus de vita christiana', now normally attributed to Pelagius, and the second, De singularitate cleri by a pseudo-Cyprian, were commonplace texts in medieval libraries. However, the secundo folio offers a nice discrimination, since it corresponds to an edition that printed these two texts together: that of Ulrich Zel, at Cologne in 1467. 34 The secundo folio correctly is 'stomachum saciat', in which the second initial s is tall, which explains the misreading 'faciat' in the entry and therefore moves us an inch closer to a plausible match. Having discovered that much, one may go further. A sermon of Augustine that would answer to the fragment of text preserved in the middle of the entry stands at the head of a printed collection of seven sermons ascribed to Augustine and pub lished in only one early edition, again by Ulrich Zel, c. 1467-70.
35 The final component of the book described here, 'de diuersis materiis moralibus', is more difficult to be precise about, although a work that would answer to it, and which was given its editio princeps by Ulrich Zel c. 1466-67, is the so-called Alphabetum diuini amoris. 36 The text, of unknown authorship, is a collection of moral readings drawn from the Fathers and popular writers; the extracts are substantial enough that they might well be plausibly referred to as 'materiae' rather than, say, 'sententiae'. So, if not quite standing on terra firma, one none the less feels confidence that the entry has been brought to ground in so far as it can be at this distant remove. Corroboration of sorts is provided by the practice as publisher of Ulrich Zel himself, who com monly ran off relatively short devotional or pastoral works in quarto format, which he circulated together. 37 It will be noticed that speculation , 1976) , pp. 83-103. Some 65 per cent of Zel's output was in quarto. The Bodleian copy of the pseudo-Augustinian De uita christiana with other opuscula (Auct. 7Q 4.33), printed by Zel and surviving from the Cologne charterhouse, illustrates Zel's practice: it was given to the house by the printer himself, according to an inscription on the front parchment end leaf; the book has a contemporary binding and is bound with three other editions from Zel's own press, a nice specimen of his practice of putting together various smaller pieces; for a further note on this book, see L. A. Sheppard, 'Two Benefactions of Ulrich Zel', The Library, v,about the second half of this entry is only really possible after the confirmation of Zel's involvement that is supplied by the secundo folio.
Occasionally, the data of a catalogue-entry have been so garbled by the medi eval cataloguer (or subsequent scribe) that for the business of identification the secundo folio is the only component that can offer any help. The official who drew up the inventory of books that Richard Fox, Bishop of Durham, acquired for his college at Bishop Auckland in 1499 was working at speed and with little recognition of what was in front of him. 38 It was a mixed collection, print and manuscript, but, again, this has to be determined by experiment since the booklist itself includes no statement on the format of any of the books. One of the entries reads 'Vocabularius communis super Biblia, vocatus num tre, 2 o fo mediam'. Once again, the description of the work is not helpful -one is tempted to call it cryptic -since the title of the work 'num tre' is unknowable and clearly an error. Here, again, the secundo folio is enough to unlock the difficulty: 'mediam' is a match for the popular work by Iohannes Marchesinus, his Mammotrectus super Bibliam, in the edition printed at Venice by Nicolaus Jenson, 23 September 1479.
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The title 'num tre' given in the inventory can be explained as a badly garbled reading of the abbreviated word 'Mammotrectus'. There is also a good corre spondence between this identification and the first part of the description in the entry ('Vocabularius communis super Biblia'), since the Mammotrectus was written to be a primer of priestly vocabulary. A slightly later description of the work from a different part of the country describes it as 'a boke callyd Mamotractus expoundyng ye harde wordes of þe byble'. 40 One further example may be cited to illustrate the value of the secundo folio for working outwards from the often laconic descriptions of the medieval cataloguer. This entry occurs in the list of books received by the English hospital of St Thomas in Rome from the estate of its Franciscan chaplain, John Francis, at the time of his death in November 1498 (his was a handsome bequest of twenty-three separate volumes, mostly Venetian 40 'Item a boke callyd Mamotractus expoundyng ye harde wordes of þe byble inprinted in paper, bonde in bordes, covert with whyt lether, cuius quartum fo. Armilla.' The entry comes from an inventory of chapel goods dated 1 July 1534 from the college of St John the Baptist at Stoke-by-Clare in Suffolk (Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS 108, p. 187). The choice of the fourth folio is unusual. 'Armilla' is the quarto folio of the edition printed at Milan by Leonardus Pachel and Uldericus Scinzenzeler in 1481 (Goff, M241), where it is on the fourth folio, sig. A4 r ; it is also a match for the edition printed at Venice by Franciscus Renner de Heilbronn and Petrus de Bartua in 1478 (Goff, M238), where it is on the third printed folio, also sig. A4 r .
imprints): 'Item aliud opus diui Aurelii, the secund lef de operibus'. 41 For a 'work' of Augustine, the secundo folio on its own is not sufficiently distinctive to permit a secure identification. But in the context of a printed edition -and Brother John's other books, with two exceptions, were all printedone is entitled to hope that a search through incunable editions of Augustine for the dicta probatoria ought to bear fruit. Indeed, there is one match for the secundo folio, in the edition of Augustinian opuscula that was printed at Venice by Dionysius Bertochus, 26 March 1491.
42 The title-page carries the words 'Plurima Opuschula sancti augustini', which goes some way towards explaining the use of the word 'opus' in the booklist entry, otherwise bafflingly vague. This particular edition contains forty separate Augustinian and pseudo-Augustinian opuscula; if the identification is accepted, then these combine to expand considerably the bare short-title form of the medieval inventory and to open a small window on to what was available to the hospital's confraternity by way of patristics.
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A complication in this use of the secundo folio needs to be addressed, in that there is no absolute guarantee that the page a medieval cataloguer settled on for his secundo folio corresponds to the page that another viewer of the same book would choose. 44 Preliminary matter in a book can complicate a view as to which page is the significant one, such that a cataloguer may have chosen to record the secundo folio of the text proper rather than take his reading from the second leaf of the physical volume. 45 43 There are five booklists surviving from the hospital for years between 1496 and 1504, in which some 70 separate imprints are identifiable by secundo folio, the great majority Venetian, with Roman the next most numerous. It is a profile to suggest that the books had been acquired on the local market. The booklists have been published with annotation by Ramsay and Willoughby, Hospitals, Towns, and the Professions, pp. 235-319 (SH62-66). 44 Some imprints, particularly German ones, can show a running-headline to the text supplying a leafcount: 'Folium .I.', 'Folium .II.', and so on, with the foregoing tables given the heading 'Tabula'. One gains the impression that such typographic clues, where they exist, were capable of influencing the cataloguer's practice, and that in these cases he would be led to favour the text proper as his quarry for the secundo folio. 45 That some cataloguers took their dicta probatoria from the text proper, however deeply into the book it began, rather than from the preliminary pages is a complication that applies to manuscripts as well as printed books. For example, Oxford, New College, MS 106, is cited in the College's late fourteenth-century inventory by a secundo folio ([fa-]'cultatem uoluntatis') that is taken from fol. 17 r ; this is the second folio of the text proper after foregoing distinctiones, which start on fol. 2 r , and then the prologue and capitula, which start on fol. 13 r . (The inventory is in the College's Liber Albus, this entry on fol. 3 v .) Evidence is rare that contemporary users sought to provide a control for varying practice in reporting second folios. An anonymous librarian at All Souls College, Oxford annotated just one entry in an inventory drawn up around 1443 to suggest an alternative reading. Against the entry 'Liber iudicum 2 o fo. ad honorem' he wrote 'aliter illicita' (All Souls College Archives, Misc. 210, mem. 2 dorse, col. b).
expectation that it would be the gloss that would most naturally supply the reading since it occupied the outer layer of the page and therefore the top line. 46 For this reason, the bibliographer should be alert to the different stations at the front of a book, that could have supplied the medieval cataloguer with his choice of dicta probatoria. The necessity for keeping before one's eyes the full range of possibilities may be illustrated with three entries from three separate inventories drawn up at the English hospital of St Thomas in Rome. 47 Item opus diui Aurelii Augustini, the secund lef alienus. Item opus diui Aurelii Augustini, 2 leff vltate. Augustinus super salterium in stampa, 2 m folium ne in.
The first entry occurs in the list of books received in November 1498 from Brother John Francis, which has already been mentioned. The second entry, as diffuse as the first in point of descriptive value, comes from an inventory drawn up at the hospital early in 1501. Only the third entry, from an inventory that belongs to the accounting year May 1502 to May 1503, makes any specification of the work and adds the information that the book was printed ('in stampa'). The dicta probatoria cited for each entry might reason ably lead one to infer that three different books are in question, and only in the third case can the work be securely identified. But in fact the entries are connected and all refer to the same book. The work in question is Augustine's Enarrationes in Psalmos, more precisely its prima quinquagena, and the edition here was that printed at Venice by Bernardinus Benalius, 4 August 1493. 48 For the first inventory, the cataloguer took his secundo folio from the table; for the second, he took his reading from the text, and for the third, from the gloss to the text. It is only by taking readings from all likely points in the book that the correspondence becomes plain. The cataloguer on each occasion was the same man. 49 The uncertainty principle applies also to the fact that the same secundo folio can occur in more than one edition, most normally in reprints and
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46 John Whitfield of Dover Priory, the only medieval cataloguer known to me to have expressed his preference, favoured text over gloss: '[. . .] dicciones probatorie, ubi tamen pocius ad textus quam ad glosas fieri debent respectus', Dover Priory, ed. Stoneman, p. 16. Very often the sight of the book itself will explain the cataloguer's choice. Separate booklists from Rotherham and Rome (cited above, nn. 30, 41) both show the same words, 'sum sed', for copies of Nicholas of Lyre's Postills on the Bible, showing that both copies derived from the edition printed at Venice by Bonetus Locatellus in 1489 (Goff, B616). The text might be thought capable of presenting multiple readings, but in fact these words are supplied by the only obvious place in the edition, from Lyre's prologue. 47 49 This was Edward Scot, elected confrater and chamberlain of the hospital in 1496 and warden in 1501, and one of the ablest administrators the hospital knew. He died in Rome from a fever on 24 July 1504, aged 42. reissues by the same printer. Naturally, this will increase the number of corre sponding editions unless there is an external control imposed by the date of the booklist. A duplicated secundo folio may otherwise belong to a coincidence in an unrelated edition. For example, 'ad munera eius' is the secundo folio of the text of the bibles printed at Basel by Bernhard Richel in 1475 and at Nuremberg by Anton Koberger in 1478. The editions are unrelated, but the standardized mise-en-page of the Bible and the great number of early printings have conspired to produce a result in which no further discrimination is possible.
50 But in such cases the bibliographer may find consolation at having been able to narrow down the potential editions; and such a result may still benefit quantitative studies.
A further complication can arise -in practice less often encounteredif the cataloguer took only a brief reading consisting of words such as et and sed: these are too common to be entirely useful as a secundo folio, although when taken with the variables of author and title they may be more so. One gains the impression that a careful cataloguer would quote the first two or three words on the leaf if they were individually common words or if the first one was a preposition or pronoun, or he might otherwise be satisfied with just the first word if it were a noun or sufficiently unusual to be a distinctive marker. The established layouts of certain canonical texts do not conduce to providing distinctive readings. In an entry such as 'Decretales in stampa, 2 m folium de summa', the secundo folio is not a help for establishing the edition, being the first words of the rubric to the text. The entry 'Decretales in stampa, 2 m folium firmiter' is only marginally more helpful, 'firmiter' being the first word of the text after the preamble: more than a score of incunable editions show this word at the second leaf in text, or gloss, or both. 51 That we may wish for greater precision is only to say that our use for the booklist is not that of its creator, and that data which we should regard as useful as a basis for retrospectively reconstructing the contents of a library were unnecessary to the sort of short-title checklists we have inherited.
As printed editions began to proliferate in libraries, so we find the secundo folio falling out of cataloguing practice. For England, it is unusual to find a secundo folio cited for printed books after the first two or three decades of the sixteenth century. There is a hint from as early as 1505, from the college of the Holy Trinity and All Saints at Arundel in Sussex, that some cataloguers were alive to the difference in format. In an inventory from the college that routinely cites the secundo folio there is one denuded example: 'Item ij processionalles printed'. The fact that these processionals were in print was apparently judged a sufficient condition to distinguish them in the collection. 52 The same nicety is visible in a booklist from St Martin-le-Grand in London, undated but to be put after 1503: again, the document routinely supplies the secundo folio for each book apart from two particular cases: 'Also v processionaries in printe' and 'Also a legend prynted'. 53 It may be that in both these examples the fact of the book's being in print and not manuscript was signifier enough for the purposes of an audit. But equally it may be suspected that the cataloguer, faced with multiple copies of a printed edition, has here realized the futility of using the secundo folio to distinguish between them. But the device's falling away was gradual, and inventories of mixed collections later than these may be found that continued to use it. At Winchester College in 1521 an inventory was taken of books in the choir; chiefly these were in manuscript but a few were printed, and all are cited with a secundo folio, or occasionally a tertio folio.
54 Among this latter category were 'ix processionalia impressa, 3 o fo. bus vel locis'. 55 These had been grouped together because they showed the same dicta probatoria; an entry follows in the list for one more processional that had a different secundo folio and so was listed on its own. Another inventory of church goods, from Cardinal College, Ipswich, which is to be dated after 22 February 1529, likewise used the device for both print and manuscript, adding the refinement of whether the book was 'written in parchment' or 'printed in paper'.
56
While the secundo folio also had good currency in early probate inventories -seen for example in a notably early specimen, that of Michael Clive, Warden of Winchester College, dated 30 September 1501 -it did not persist long. 57 None of the probate inventories from Cambridge printed by Elisabeth Leedham-Green uses the secundo folio, the earliest there dating from 1534.
58 In fact it is rare to find the secundo folio in use after 1530. It can be accepted that the period of its general currency, during which it was applied indiscriminately to printed editions as to manuscripts, synchronizes with the earliest period in the history of printing.
The secundo folio and its Uses
This insight has some relevance for incunabula scholarship, since for any sort of analysis to be possible of the regional distribution of incunabula at an early date -from which the picture is gained of the spread of print in Europe -it is essential to be able to distinguish between those books that were actually present in libraries by the early sixteenth century and those that came only later into those institutional collections where they are known today. The question of provenance may be investigated either with reference to copy-specifics in surviving books (marks of ownership, marginal notes, old bindings, and so on) or by external documentary sources such as early catalogues. 59 Catalogues citing the secundo folio for whole collections should be a richer source for quantitative studies than chance notes in surviving books, but bibliographers of print have historically been less mindful than scholars working with manuscripts of the potential match between documentary evidence for medieval provenance and the surviving book. In this they have been confined by the separate descriptive cataloguing systems that each is heir to. The category distinction between print and manuscript was hardening into an orthodoxy by the late sixteenth century, and collection cataloguing then bifurcated into the different streams that have become familiar. As we have seen, fifteenth-and early sixteenth-century custodians of mixed collections understood no such distinction, and normally did no more than report the texts transmitted by the volume in front of them: the book, whether in print or in manuscript, was simply a vessel for text. If docu mentary sources are to be used to understand the distribution of incuna bula in the period before the more recognizably modern form of cataloguing was in vogue, then the simple convention of the secundo folio needs to be understood.
Yet the secundo folio has never been part of the data reported by modern cataloguers of printed books, although at all times there have been cataloguers who have been in touch with the procedures of manuscript scholarship. The descriptive methods of Ludwig Hain (1781-1836) owed much to the study of manuscripts, while for Henry Bradshaw (1831-1886), written and printed books lay on the same continuum, and his collational formula, widely applied for the description of incunables, was taken over for manuscript cataloguing by M. R. James (1862-1936), Bradshaw's junior at King's College, Cambridge. 60 E. Ph. Goldschmidt (1887-1954) likewise drew from a deep knowledge of books on both sides of the divide to demonstrate some of the disabling scholarly misconceptions that can arise from too close an experience of either print or manuscript with no bridge to connect them. 61 With these exemplars to guide, the need for such ecumenism is now commonly expressed but has been less often achieved, and cataloguers of manuscripts on the one hand and of printed books on the other have until very recently been closely contained in their separate streams. Occasionally a scholar has fastened on to the possibilities presented by the secundo folio, but has had to chase such insights without the aid of modern catalogues. The first to have done so systematically was Mary Bateson (1865 Bateson ( -1906 , who printed in 1898 the catalogue of the brothers' library at Syon Abbey, begun around 1500 by Brother Thomas Betson and continued until around 1524. Betson's catalogue was a sophisticated production that incorporated for each entry a note of the book's donor, a press-mark, a synoptic list of contents, and the secundo folio. Mary Bateson was able to name the editions of nearly four hundred printed books in the catalogue -which would have been 'very many more if modern bibliographers had adhered to the mediaeval custom of noting the words that begin the second leaf'. 62 Her laborious chase for the desired readings was followed mainly through the stacks of the University Library at Cambridge, where she acknowledged the assistance of Mr A. Rogers. 63 This was Alfred Rogers, on the staff of the Library, and often acknowledged in M. R. James's publications for his services as transcriber or indexer. Bateson's work synchronized with a similar enterprise announced in 1895, when Francis Jenkinson (1853-1923), fellow of Trinity College and Cambridge University Librarian (and pupil of Henry Bradshaw), was reported by M. R. James to have had some success in identifying imprints in the list of books received by Jesus College, Rotherham, after
The secundo folio and its Uses 254 1500. 64 The booklist is preserved in a register from Jesus College now among the manuscripts at Sidney Sussex College in Cambridge (MS 2), described by James in his collection catalogue. 65 He printed the inventory with no annotation as part of his description, but listed half a dozen of Jenkinson's identified imprints at the end of his preface to the volume. 66 How many more Jenkinson ever managed to secure is not known, but this brief notice of his success is sufficient to convey the existence of a little nexus of interest in the secundo folio of imprints in Cambridge at the time when Mary Bateson was at work there. 67 The Syon catalogue remains the ne plus ultra of English catalogues of the incunable period. It has recently been revisited in masterly fashion by Vincent Gillespie, who was able somewhat to enlarge Bateson's total of nearly four hundred identified editions to four hundred and eighty-eight (although the same secundo folio was found to correspond to multiple editions in some of these cases). 68 Because the catalogue also reports the donor's name for each book, and since their death-dates are usually known from the community's necrology or some other source, it is possible to infer when a book arrived in the library -and by charting the distribution of identified imprints to witness the collection's changing profile over time. 69 Very few works in the Latin trade were produced in England before 1500; the James Willoughby 255 market relied instead on importation from the Continent. 70 The evidence from the Syon catalogue is revealing about the men who formed the first market for these books.
Modern cataloguers of early printed books have had their eyes fixed very closely on the object before them, and they are working within the system they have inherited, ignoring the fact that their medieval predecessors used the secundo folio for two centuries, and continued to do so throughout the incunable period. Incunabulists have been able to identify and distinguish editions by the transcription of selected sections of text (representing all the details of typesetting), for which the minimum requirement is the beginning and end of the book; but these sections have never included the second leaf. We must be quite clear that the historic use of the secundo folio has nothing to do with the modern practice of transcribing the first words of the second quire, which seeks to anticipate a purely physical problem enabling the identification of a work that has lost its first gathering, or in which the table is bound at the back of the book -a refinement for which bibliographers have been thankful, and which has become a normal part of cataloguing practice. 71 To be able to situate the edition in its medieval context with reference to medieval library-lists one needs access to each edition's secundo folio; but there has been a lack of historical thinking among modern bibliographers. If the secundo folio (a range of possible readings) had been understood as good practice from the start we should be much further along than we are today. The corpus is, after all, finite, and the work of reporting secundo folio readings as part of a detailed catalogue description is not arduous.
It is only by small-scale investigation of what the books, surviving or attested, can reveal about their first ownership that we can begin to compose the larger picture of the history of printing and reading and the reach of the early book trade. Until now the data have been gathered from the surviving
The secundo folio and its Uses 256 books. In the past generation increasing, if sporadic, attention has been brought to bear on copy-specific features of early printed books, accepting that each copy of an edition may be treated in the way manuscript cataloguers have been used to treating each manuscript book, as a unique object. 72 The Bodleian Library's recent catalogue of incunabula and the volume of BMC devoted to England stand as the fullest achievements to date in this direction. 73 The copy census is another manifestation of the same interest. 74 This variety of evidence was gathered and employed by Margaret Ford as preparation for her important work on the history of the importation of printed books into England during the first century of printing. 75 At the same time there have been calls for the textual contents of incunables to be catalogued with greater attention to what the text actually is, rather than what it purports to be. 76 These new directions all relate to physical aspects of editions that would open up a historical reading. This should therefore be a suitable moment to suggest that a more historical dimension to the cataloguer's understanding of the book in relation to the secundo folio would also pay a useful dividend. For lost copies, or copies that otherwise lack evidence for medieval or early modern provenance, the secundo folio is the only means available by which a particular edition can be identified in the hands of a medieval owner. For evidence of the sale and distribution of incunabula such documentary clues offer the 'negative' evidence to the positives of the books themselves. 77 The sources provide that evidence, but scholarship is not well placed to interpret it.
The data provided by ISTC now make statistical insights easier to come by than ever before, where they relate to the popularity of particular texts or the output of particular presses, and indeed in showing the current location of existing copies. What the information there does not show is the contempo rary context of ownership, what was being bought and read where and when. ISTC has already grown in other directions, and its evolution from a union catalogue into an information system for fifteenth-century studies has long been a stated ideal. 78 One day, the total corpus of incunabula may be digitized and available, or at least such a significant proportion of known editions as to make large-scale surveys worthwhile. It will make searching for secundo folios very much less laborious in the future, but some way will need to be found to pool and assimilate the results. 79 Finding a way to present this information accessibly is a challenge for the future of incunabula studies.
Oxford
The secundo folio and its Uses 258 77 In enumerative studies there is, of course, always a possibility -for which it is impossible to control -that a book may be counted twice: once in a medieval booklist and again as a surviving copy that does not betray evidence of its early provenance. 78 See the comments by Lotte Hellinga in her introduction to Bibliography and the Study of FifteenthCentury Civilization, ed. by L. Hellinga and J. Goldfinch (London, 1987), pp. 1-5 (pp. 4-5). 79 I have myself been collecting secundo folios from incunabular editions and keeping the results in a database. The data so far collected amounts to a modest total of some 2,000 different imprints, a small fraction of the 28,000 incunabular issues that are known to bibliographers. However, I have included in the survey some of the most common texts: the Bible, the Legenda aurea, John of Genoa's Catholicon, the principal repertories of canon law, and some popular sermon collections, and should be pleased to make these results available to any who can make use of them.
